JUSTIFICATION.                                83

justification will fail. Thus, in Clarkson v. Law-
son (u), where the libel stated that the plaintiff, a
proctor, had been three times suspended for extor-
tion, it was held to be no justification to prove that
he had been once so suspended. So where the
defendant had stated that the plaintiff was a
" libellous journalist," it was held that a plea of
justification was not supported by proof that the
plaintiff had libelled one person, who had ob-
tained judgment against him for 100/. (#). And
to call the editor of a newspaper " a felon editor,"
is not justified by proof that the person libelled
had been convicted of felony, and condemned
to a year's imprisonment; inasmuch as a person
who has been convicted and .suffered his term of
imprisonment does not, in law, continue to be a
felon (y).

Where the libel imputes a crime to the plaintiff,
and the defendant pleads justification, there must
be " the same strictness of proof as on a trial"
for such crime (s). " Where a defendant justifies
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